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303 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

OFFICE OF

THE CHAIRMAN

Thank you for your letter on behalf of Joel Hall of Plantation Cablevision,
Eatonton, Georgia. Your constituent is concerned about how our regulations
implementing the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of
1992 may affect small cable systems.

On August 10, 1993, the Commission granted a temporary stay of the rate
regulations for small systems with 1,000 or fewer subscribers (see enclosure)
and initiated a Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making to examine the burdens
on small cable systems. Your constituent's comments will be placed in the
record of this proceeding.

In addition, I wish to reiterate my own concerns about the regulatory impact
of the 1992 Cable Act on small cable systems, especially those not affiliated
with any MSO. I have directed the staff to explore a number of alternatives
designed to alleviate the burdens that would otherwise be imposed on small
systems to insure they remain a viable part of the telecommunications
infrastructure. I assure you that the Commission is making every effort to
minimize any negative repercussions for small operators resulting from re­
regulation, within the bounds of the discretion provided to us by the Act
itself.

Sincerely,

r;ft<~
James H. Quello
Chairman

Enclosure
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The Honorable James H. Ouello
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554
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lIICHARO C. SHELBY. ALABAMA DAN COATS. INOIANA
_PIT C. BYRD. WEST VIRGINIA BOB SMITH. HEW HAMPSHIRE
Boa GRAHAM. flORIDA 0l1lK lC.EMPTHORNE. IDAHO
CHARLES S. ROBB. VlfIGINIA LAUCH FAIRCLOTH. NORTH CAROLINA
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN. CONNECTICUT

ARNOLD L. PUNARO. STAFF DIRECTOR
ANTHONY J. PRlNeIPt. STAFF DIRECTOR FOR THE MINORITY

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Attached is a copy of a letter I recently received from Mr.
Joel Hall of Plantation Cablevision regarding the potential, and
I believe unintended, results of the Commission's rules to
implement of the 1992 Cable Act. The concerns outlined in this
letter echo others that have been raised to my attention by other
small independent rural cable operators in Georgia.

Many of my constituents reside in sparsely populated areas
where only small operators have been willing to offer multi­
channel video programming. Congress specifically provided for
the reduction of administrative burdens on small systems in the
context of rate regulation. As drafted, the small cable
operators inform me that there is little meaningful provision in
the FCC's rate regulations to reduce such burdens on small
systems or to take into account the substantial impact of limited
subscriber bases or low subscriber density (measured in
subscribers per mile) on per subscriber costs.

As suggested in the attached letter, I believe the
Commission should reconsider its proposed rules with an eye on
the potential adverse impact on the small independent rural cable
operators. In my view, the valuable service provided by these
small cable operators to Georgia residents should be encouraged
and regulations should be tailored where possible with their
concerns in mind. The 1992 Cable Act provided the Commission
such discretion, and I am hopeful that the Commission will
utilize this flexibility in order to accommodate the special
circumstances in which these systems operate.

Thank you for your attention to important matter.

Enclosure
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SenatOl" 8am Nunn
303 D1rksen.Bu11d1ng
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senatot" Nunn,

Plantat10n Cablev1s1on is a small 1ndependent rural
cable operator- servicing both Greene and.. Putnam Counties 1n
the State ofGeo~g1a with approximately 1,010 sUbscribers.
The cable system is a family owned and operated business
which was built 1n 1989. The system passes les8 than 15 homes
per m1le of cable and has less than 10 sUbscr1bers per mile.

The small independent rural cable operator, such as our
self, have unique probleMs that were not taken into account
by the F.C.C. When 1mplement1ng the 1992 Cable Act and need
to be revisited under reconsideration by the F.e.C •.

. 1) Small 1ndependent rural cable operators pass far less
homes per mile with existing cable plant than that of an
urban operator. A density factor would have to be employed
before you could even compare the rural system With the urban
system. With the current rate regulation imposed on small
rural cable operators, there 1s no dist1nct10n between a
system With 5,000 homes passed and 100 miles of plant (50
homes per mile) and a system with 5,000·homee passed and 200
miles of plant (25 homes per mile). Assuming these two
systems have the same channel line-up, their benchmark rate
per channel will be virtually the same. .

2t Small independent rural. cable operators have no
economies of scale. Programming and material cost are much
higher than that of a urban operator and multiple system
ope~atorB (MBO). Rural Independent operators have no volume
d~scounta on programm1ng and 11ttle buying power with
equipment vendors. All construction and operating cost are
sUbstantially hIgher to the small independent cable operator.

3) Small rural cable operators pay significantly higher
pole attachment faes due to the fact that thay operate
systems in areas served by R.B.A. power companies whose pole
rates are not regulated by the F.e.C. fOL.mula. !n our:- case
Trl County B.M.C. currently chargee 510.00 per attachment
Whereas Georgia Power Who is regulated by the F,C.C. formula
~.onlY 84.68.
,.- -

.. 044855023 07-22-93 12:53PM P002 ~30



Z 484 485 5823

While in Wash1ngton the f1rst of this' week, we talke4
with oerta1n 8taff JheIIIbers' of:1:he' lP'.C,.C. and d.eacr1becl the'
eIl&11'tndependent'rural'., cable· operators unique., proble_. They

.._11atenecl Wlth ,aympatnet18,.••r.Bdmc1...bearcL specific.caseLof.
whel'e-, the new 1992 cable-- Act would. be· detrimental' to' the1r
bUsiness. Cha1naanQUello even stated. at a brown ba9 lunoheon
on Monday the 19th when asked about Bmall 1nC1ependent systEtI\S
anc:l the1r problems thataometh1ng pet'ta1nlnq to gross
revenues or..density needed to be enacted for the slIall '

. independent syatema',':Butdue to'pre88ure put on the P.C.C.
feom,Capital. H111,.;.,to;,enact.,th&,199.r,Cable Act, theamall

"inc:sependent rural~':~le'oper8torhas been overlooked.•
. ....- .. -. :.-._---~:,;-:-.'-~: ..:.. ~. ,_. -. . .." ..... . .. .' ...
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I feel a density' factor couldb& applied to the
benohmark rate per'ohannel for Bmall rural B~etem8 without
cOIIProJll1s1ng the intent· of the 1992 Cable Act. The nat10nal
average of homes passed per mile of cable plant is
approximately 40 hORes pet' mile. If 8 percentage inorease Was
allowed to be added to the benehmat'k rate per channel for
systems wtth density lowe~ than the national average, rural
systems could receive some relief Without affect1ng the
majority of the industry as well as encouraging growth 1n
rural areas.
lIlxample.
systems with 30 to 35
systems w1t~ 25 to 30
systems With 20 to 25
syste_a With 15 to 20

Another solut1on for the small independent cable
operator would an exemption tor systems With a certain amount
of gr088 revenue or less. If the F.e.C. exempted cable
companies with $750,000.00 or lees of 9~OBe ~evenueB per year
even the small multiple system operator~ WOUld not be exempt
but just the small independent operators 'in most cases. The
Copyr1~ht Office currently allows the small operators to,file
a short form w1th revenues under $292.000.00 every 6 months.

I believe if Congress would give the F.e.C. the
flex1bi11ty to deal w1th the small independent rural cable
operato~a problems, that thQY would take the p~oblemB

described above into consideration and resolve the current
ineqUities.

Any help yo~r office could 9ive to us would be 9~eatlY

appreciated.

gdP~
Joel a. Hall

4-: :.- .
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